Although congratulatory to Penfield on his appointment to the Whipple staff at the Presbyterian Hospital, Cushing still wanted Penfield to work for a time at the Brigham. He wrote on July 5, 1921, "I wish that I might have you here for six months before you take up the neurological work, however." Cushing, persistent and perhaps sensing Penfield's potential, seemed determined to get him to come to Boston, as expressed again on December 4, 1927: I do wish that Whipple would spare you for a year and that you come on here and take a post with me. . . . It would mean, of course, living in for a year, and this is hard on a married man, but McKenzie has left his wife and family in Toronto, during the interval. I do not know what your present financial arrangements are, but I will be glad to advance a sum to equal them, if you are really inclined to go into neurological surgery as your ultimate goal.
We previously documented the rewarding visits Penfield made to Cushing from New York over a 7-year period to study Cushing's operative technique and learn his procedures. 8 Penfield wrote the following to Cushing about the visits on May 2, 1922: "That is the kind of work [neurosurgery] that makes up for having to do mostly general surgery during the year." Because Penfield's training in New York under Whipple was in general surgery, these visits likely formed the core of Penfield's neurosurgical training during this period (Fig. 2) .
Although Penfield was never formally a resident or fellow under Cushing, letters from Cushing early on testify that he thought of Penfield as one of his residents ( We wish to have the former members of the house staff contribute to the program and I wonder if you could not take a few minutes and give us the gist of your endothelioma studies. Or perhaps you may have something else that is new and more interesting and can send me a title. ative and often brusque tone that had a bruising effect on many residents who trained under him. Mention of Penfield's "endothelioma studies" may have been a sore point with Penfield. Many years later he recalled how he had submitted a prize essay on the bony overgrowth of the skull in relation to meningiomas, which he examined in a series of patients who had undergone operation by Horsley and Sargent. Hearing no response for many months he found on inquiry that the manuscript had lain neglected on Cushing's desk waiting for his appraisal. By strange coincidence, within 1 year, Cushing himself published a paper on the same topic.
December 4, 1924
Dear Dr. Cushing:
. . . The trip to Spain was very much worthwhile, and I got exactly what I hoped to get from Rio-Hortega and the rest.
Putnam wrote me not long ago that he had in mind a trip abroad. . . . George Riddoch is a very energetic neurologist at London General Hospital . . . but I think in France it is possible to get a number of viewpoints from Sicard . . . [and] the work seems to be well done. Sicard's work it seemed to me was planned so as to make a good deal of clinical teaching possible. . . . From a clinical point of view, there is nothing to go to Spain for. . . .
Yours very sincerely, Wilder G. Penfield
In the same letter Penfield asked Cushing for a photograph (Fig. 4) and thanked Cushing in his next letter dated December 15, 1924:
Your photograph was very welcome, and I cannot thank you enough. It has meant a great deal to me to know men like yourself who have made contributions to neurology that will never be forgotten, and I expect to hand on this picture to Wilder, Junior when he has become a doctor. ‡ During this period the correspondence reveals that Penfield and Cushing found common ground outside of medicine. Cushing held a keen interest for baseball. Penfield had played football and then coached the Princeton varsity team. A letter dated July 16, 1925 from Penfield shows that he and Cushing also enjoyed attending sporting events together: "I enjoyed very much going to the track-meet with you and [Percival] Bailey."
As Penfield became more independent with regard to neurosurgery under Whipple, he acquired his own patients, some of whom were known to Cushing. February 4, 1926 Dear Dr. Cushing:
. . . Mr. William Leveritt tells me that he was a classmate of yours at Yale. You probably know that after he returned to this country, he tried to knock a railroad locomotive off the tracks with a Ford car [and sustained injury leading to] paralysis of the muscular spiral nerve and paralysis of one hypoglossal nerve. I removed the muscular spiral from the dense scar tissue and the result of the operation has been most gratifying and rapid.
With best regards to all my friends at Brigham, Sincerely yours, Wilder G. Penfield 
Mutual Associations With Osler and Sherrington
The connections between Penfield and Cushing to Sir Charles Sherrington and Sir William Osler were mutual links to a scholarly and scientific training that Cushing believed were important. These associations early on likely gave Penfield legitimacy in Cushing's eyes. Cushing relied on Penfield during the latter's New York period to make certain that the Sherringtons and other visitors were well treated. Thank you for your note about the Sherringtons. They told me when I was in Oxford that they were coming over and I have already made tentative arrangements for their stay here. We rather hope they will stay with us instead of going to a hotel and they said they would . . . [I] will let you know on which train they will leave New York.
Are you planning to be in Boston in September. [ Penfield decided on "neurosurgeon" for himself and "Department of Neurology and Neurosurgery" for his division at McGill.
Surgeon's Surgeon
One of their most poignant discourses during this period concerns the treatment of Ruth Inglis, Penfield's sister, in whom an oligodendroglioma of the frontal lobe had been diagnosed. Penfield relates the story in his autobiography, but the letters between him and Cushing prove additionally revealing. Within a few months of moving to Montreal, Penfield was met with the wrenching decision of what to do for his own sister who had suffered seizures for years. Recently she had shown signs of increased intracranial pressure, including mental status changes and papilledema. Radiographic studies revealed a calcified lesion in the right frontal lobe. Penfield was faced with a disease the nature of which he knew only too well. I wish to ask you a word of advice. The day before yesterday I removed most of the right frontal lobe of a patient who had an Oligodendroglioma. If we may believe the history the patient, who was 43 years old, has had the tumor from the age of 14 . . . the tumor seems to fit most closely your group of oligodendroglioma. You will understand how much this case means to me when I tell you that it was my own sister. . . . I had to leave some tumor behind in the vicinity of the corpus callosum; I do not know whether it goes across to the other side or not. She had a close shave of it, but is doing very well not [now] . Would you advise my using X-ray therapy, or would it be better just to let her go and if the symptoms occur again reoperate?
. . . As a matter of fact I should have very much preferred bringing her to you, but the family, spurred on by a strange type of confidence, was anxious to have me do it. Will you please give your advice about subsequent therapy?
Very sincerely yours,
Wilder Penfield December 15, 1928
Dear Penfield:
I am distressed to learn of your sister's malady and that circumstances forced you to take the case on yourself, but I am glad to have been spared the anxiety of operating on a member of your family and rejoice to learn that she is doing well. I don't believe I would recommend radiation. We have not had a great deal of experience in radiation on these particular tumors. . . . Only on the more actively growing tumors do we at least feel that we get much benefit from radiation. It may be many years before there are any further symptoms.
[Percival] Bailey is making just now a study of all our cases. . . . I would suggest your writing him to ask something about the prognosis. . . . Penfield's sister subsequently underwent x-ray treatments. Her symptoms returned later in 1930, however, and Penfield referred her to Cushing at the Peter Bent Brigham Hospital. 7, 9 On November 6, 1930, Cushing took on the arduous reoperation. Although Penfield stayed with his sister in Boston for the surgery, he returned to Montreal shortly thereafter. A letter from Penfield inquiring about his sister's condition has been lost, although Cushing replied on November 18, 1930 that she had made an excellent recovery (Fig. 5) . Penfield, thankful for the expert treatment of his sister by Cushing, sent him a gift. Unfortunately, the letter that may have accompanied the gift from Penfield has been lost. However, Cushing responded: November 24, 1930 Dear Wilder:
Thanks greatly for your gift to the clinic of that excellent Barton rongeur. It will be much used and is a far better one, I am sure, than the clumsy giant forceps that we have heretofore used and which were devised by my friend, John Munro. The Bartons are a rare tribe. Eight months later, Penfield's sister died as a result of the progressing tumor. On July 16, 1931, Penfield wrote to Cushing telling him of his sister's condition during her last few months and added, "I want to thank you very much for all you did for her. Simply to postpone death is very much worth while, for life when we measure it by weeks and months becomes a very precious thing. She was very much pleased by your letter to her, as she wrote me shortly after receiving it."** After the dialog about Penfield's sister, their letters begin a dramatic change in form. From this point on Cushing's letters begin "Dear Wilder," although Penfield continues to show a formal respect for his mentor, still addressing his letters "Dear Dr. Cushing." The shared experience of the treatment of Penfield's sister appears to have brought the two men into an association beyond merely a professional one. Cushing has by this time accepted Penfield not only as a disciple, but also as one who is launching on his own unique career path (Fig. 6) . Penfield's letters evoke a mutual sense of comfort and friendliness. In his new position at McGill, Penfield begins to come into his own and feel on a par with others of stature in neurology and neurosurgery, and Cushing notes this.
Penfield Relies on Cushing's Advice
As Penfield progressed in his career in Montreal, there were several exchanges about the surgery of tumors in eloquent cortex. Penfield appears to have continued to rely on Cushing's experience for expert advice in difficult surgical situations. The following is exemplary:
. . . May I ask your advice about another case which has been worrying me a good deal? This is the case of a woman of middle age, unfortunately the wife of a friend of mine, who for a period of two years has had Jacksonian seizures affecting her right face, together with a few minor convulsions. In the last few months there developed a weakness of the right face and an aphasia which is rather of the motor type. I . . . found that quite far anterior in front of the fissure of Sylvius on the left side, there was a very hard circumscribed tumor which just came to the surface. I removed a piece of it for examination and never have encountered more tenacious or dense tissue. It proved to be a fibrous astrocytoma, the fibers of the astrocyte type packed very closely together and with long slender fibrils. It was quite vascular.
Because of its situation and her aphasia I did nothing more except to leave a decompression over the area and replace the rest of the bone flap. Her condition after operation was about the same as before. If anything, there is slight improvement in speech.
I have been worrying about going back in on the case and finally thought to ask your advice. I recognize that it is quite impossible for you to tell me whether or not I can take it out. Let me put the question this way. Is it possible to take out a tumor about the size of a golf ball from this region without leaving a permanent aphasia? I do not find any sign of nerve cells within the tumor suggesting that the tumor has infiltrated about cerebral tissue. I should be tempted to go back in unless your experience is that it is better to leave tumors in this situation alone. I must admit that I have always been afraid of the speech center, however radical I may be sometimes in other regions.
I should appreciate very much your advice.
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Penfield-Cushing letters . . . In regard to this other patient you ask about with a tumour, so far as I can judge from your sketch, in the supramarginal region, I may say that I have taken out large tumours from this region without having the slightest permanent speech defect. I have now under observation a man who has had such a tumour removal. In fact, I have taken out tumours from Broca's convolution with previous aphasia and have had the patients recover their speech, all of which confuses me greatly so far as the principles of aphasia are concerned. On the other hand, trifling lesions in this region may sometimes cause marked speech disturbances; so there you are. You will have to make your own decision in the matter.
Always yours, H.C.
A Shared Interest in Cortical Function and Surgery for Epilepsy
Beyond their mutual interest in tumors, both men were interested in examining cortical function in vivo. Penfield may have capitalized on ideas that Cushing had generated earlier, particularly with regard to cortical stimulation. On August 10, 1932, Cushing wrote the following as he was preparing to move from the Peter Bent Brigham Hospital:
I am just dismantling my office here and was just about to throw away these old cards when I thought they might perhaps interest you. At all events, you can see that I, too, just thirty years ago was extirpating a cortex for epilepsy. If I had had the industry and ability that you and Foerster combine, I might have gone ahead with it and made something of it. But I soon dropped it for things I thought I could do better.
The letter of inquiry that Penfield wrote to Cushing after receiving the cards with the sketches has been lost. I know that you are interested in surgical procedures for epilepsy, and I have just had an anniversary report from a retired army colonel about his son, named Paul Davis, whom, I operated upon in December, 1930. He had been having Jacksonian fits in his left hand, and suspecting a tumor, on December 9 I explored the lesion but so far as I could tell there were no abnormalities. I picked out his hand area electrically and excised it. To my dismay the attacks continued until January 15, when they ceased and he has remained now for five years without any seizures and has gone through college, proving according to his father the more intelligent and ambitious of his three sons. I have records, which I fear are lost somewhere in the Brigham files, of two or three other similar cases. In one of them as I recall I made a subpial infiltration with alcohol in the excitable area with prompt cessation of the attacks for many years. Thank you so much for your Christmas wishes. I was intensely interested in your case, Paul Davis. We have more and more cases that have done well after radical extirpation, but the cases that do not do well are a constant reproach. They are on the whole a very difficult group of cases. . . . Such a nice visit from you! I was so excited in seeing those charts of yours of the effects of cortical stimulation. I couldn't imagine why I was so momentarily stirred until just now in looking for another paper I happened to run across an old article of mine in Brain [1909] on the faradic stimulation of the postcentral gyrus. It isn't much of a paper, but I thought it might interest you.
Penfield answered (April 7, 1937):
I did enjoy seeing you on my flying visit to New Haven. Thank you very much for giving me so much of your time, to say nothing of your hospitality. . . . You were the first, as far as I can find, to record sensation from stimulation of the human cortex. You were also the first in that article with Thomas to record the sensation of sound on stimulation of the temporal lobe. I meant to talk to you about that on the trip but there seemed to be so many things to talk about that I did not want to bother you with my undertaking.
The cordiality of the Penfield-Cushing relationship after Penfield moved to Montreal becomes obvious in their letters. On December 21, 1932, Cushing wrote:
I have just been reading with a great thrill your paper with Chorobski (to whom my compliments) in the last number of the Archives. It's simply a magnificent piece of work, and in combination with Stanley Cobb's paper sets a standard for a combined neuro-physiological study that will be hard to beat. I wish that I might have been in Atlantic City last June to hear it and to add to the applause you must deservedly have received. . . .
Penfield, on January 26, 1933 replied:
I have never received a letter that filled me with more pleasure than yours of December 21st. Thank you very much for the Christmas present. It is seldom that I receive a word of praise for publications. For the most part we are all busy doing our own work and take little time for applause. . . . Thank you very much again for your letter. Your work is giving a real meaning to the autonomic nervous system. My small contribution is only one little detail in the structure.
Cushing Invites Penfield's Counsel on a Brain Tumor Registry
One of Cushing's last efforts in Boston was to make the collection of his brain tumor specimens systematically available for study. He sought out Penfield as a director for the new program. June 26, 1933 Dear Wilder:
I shall be leaving here [Boston] next autumn and I am anxious before doing so to perfect an organization whereby my collection of some two thousand brain tumors can be permanently useful. It has seemed to me that the best way to do so would be to make them the basis of a registry and have them transferred to the Warren Museum under Dr.
[Louise] Eisenhardt's direction.
I do not wish this to be a purely local project but one that can be open to anyone who desires to call upon the registry for diagnosis of their own tumors or who would wish to use it like a library, to get information for their own purposes of instruction or publication. It therefore would not be a "registry" in the commonly accepted meaning of the term, which would intimate that people were expected to register their tumors in it.
I would like to see a Board of Directors appointed representing various institutions and schools and hope very much that you may be willing to lend your name to such a Board which might in an advisory capacity be called together occasionally at some one of the annual neurological or neurosurgical meetings. This period also witnesses Penfield's career reaching maturity with the laying of the cornerstone for the Montreal Neurological Institute in October 1933. Although Cushing's health had begun to deteriorate during this time, a gastric ulcer and knee problems being his chief maladies, the number of letters between Penfield and Cushing actually increases. More than half of the total correspondence originated while Cushing was in New Haven during these last 6 years of his life. The tone of the letters becomes more introspective and philosophical on the part of Cushing, sometimes with flashes of humor.
Penfield Seeks Cushing's Blessing on the Montreal Neurological Institute
One of the first exchanges during this period is about the opening of the Montreal Neurological Institute on September 27, 1934. Six months before, Penfield was anxiously choosing invitees whom he thought would be appropriate for the opening ceremonies of the only combined hospital and research institution dedicated to neurology and neurosurgery outside of Europe. Penfield wished to mark the occasion with the recognized giants in neurophysiology, neurology, and neurosurgery in attendance. Among those whose presence he deemed critical was Cushing. We are planning to have the opening exercises of the Montreal Neurological Institute early in October next and we are all of us very anxious to have you give an address on that occasion. We cannot start this work in neurology and neurosurgery without your blessing.
. . . You could, of course, choose any subject on which to speak, but we would be very much pleased if you would look into the future or the past of neurology a little.
We are planning to publish a small volume to commemorate the opening of the Institute and would hope to include your address . . . and one or two others as well as short sketches of the lives of the thirteen men whom we consider have contributed most to the development of neurology and neurosurgery. The name of these men will appear in a frieze in the entrance hall of the Institute.
The name of Harvey Cushing is one of those to appear there, as is that of Sherrington. I hope this will not deter you from appearing. . . . Cajal and Pavlov are also on the list. I shall have to warn you therefore, that a short sketch of your life will be included in the volume. Letters between the two in June through September 1934 include Penfield's instructions on an outline for Cushing's talk at the opening ceremonies, an overview of the activities of the Institute including its structure, and a preview of the "Foundation Volume," a book that would commemorate the festivities. In a letter to Cushing dated June 11, 1934, Penfield cites the 13 members whose names will be listed in the "Hall of Neurological Fame" and whose biographies will be included in the book. "The list of these sketches is as follows: Jackson, Horsley, Sherrington, Charcot, Claude Bernard, von Monakow, Erb, Nissl and Alzheimer taken together, Pavlov, Cajal, Golgi, Weir Mitchell and yourself."
On September 14, 1934, 13 days before the Foundation exercises, Cushing wrote to Penfield about the topic of his upcoming speech, "You mustn't expect too much of it. . . . " In Penfield's mind no other person meant so much to the opening of the new Institute as Cushing; he represented the fusion of science, neurology, and surgery. Aware that he was on such a high pedestal, Cushing did not want to disappoint Penfield. In the same letter Cushing continued, "I don't see how you could possibly have put together a more promising organization than you have outlined for me. It must be a great comfort to you to have so nice a fellow as Colin Russell [sic] at your right hand. I met [William] Cone down here at a recent meeting and liked him very much and I shall hope to meet the other folks you have around you."
On the day of the opening celebration in Montreal, accompanied by John Fulton, Cushing, because of his ulcer, was not able to eat lunch at the Mount Royal Club. However, he joined the group in academic robes who were stuffed into taxis because of a downpour, to get from the Strathcona Medical Building the 100 yards uphill to the new Institute. In the conclusion of his Foundation Lecture entitled, "Psychiatrists, Neurologists and the Neurosurgeon," Cushing bestowed his public blessing upon Penfield.
2 No other person who trained under Cushing ever received such an accolade.
But in the last analysis this [specialized training in neurology and neurosurgery available at the Montreal Neurological Institute] will depend not upon the well-equipped edifice we are here to dedicate, but on those who are to control its activities. There has recently been erected at Yale a new Sterling Library which people come from a distance to admire. It is told that the librarian, apprehensive of the impression visitors might carry away, requested that an inscription be carved over the portal something to this effect: "What you see before you is not the Yale library-the Yale library is inside." So the measure of this fine Institute will not be what one can outwardly grasp of its carefully planned body, for that is a mere matter of morphology-of its soma. The real measure will lie in its psyche, the intangible spirit of the labourers within; and for this, as we have seen, there is no standard yard-stick. History has repeatedly shown that an institutional esprit, however widely spread throughout a group, is primarily distilled from the ventricles of one of them. So we may well expect that under the widely trained and many-sided director of this new Institute neurology will receive a new impetus, making of this place still another mecca for workers in the great subject in which we all feel so vitally interested. We may rest assured that here not only will the story of neurology's great past be cherished but that a new and significant chapter will be added to it." 2 After the occasion, on October 9, 1934, Penfield wrote, "I cannot tell you, Dr. Cushing, how happy your presence here made us all at the time of the opening, and how much your Foundation Lecture will always mean to those who work in the Institute here." Cushing's address added to the luster of the auspicious opening of the Montreal Neurological Institute; † † Penfield's day could not have gone better.
Shortly after the Institute's opening, on October 16, 1934, Penfield wrote, "It is rather good fun to be starting things in the Institute. The operating room is a delight to work in and the photographs of the operative field are not so bad."
Penfield's Career Matures and He Inherits Cushing's Patients
As Penfield's career ascended during these years, he began to inherit some of Cushing's patients. On November 8, 1935, Cushing replied to Penfield, whose letter of inquiry has been lost, about a patient of his in whom Cushing had removed a suprasellar meningioma. 
Penfield's Special Calls On Cushing
In the last years of the correspondence, 1937 to 1939, Penfield actively urged Cushing to maintain his participation in meetings and associations. At this time Cushing was not attending as many of these as previously. It appears from the correspondence that Penfield wanted Cushing to remain very much an active participant in the academic neurological world, nearly begging Cushing at times for talks. However, Cushing's energy level was not what it used to be. On May 1, 1937, Penfield wrote:
Would you be willing to talk to us the night of the banquet [during the 1937 meeting of the Society of Neurological Surgeons in Montreal] about any subject that may lie nearest your heart? It would mean a great deal to all of us if you would talk to us in philosophical vein. It might be as informal and spontaneous as you like to make it, provided only that you will talk to us. We do hope you will come even though you cannot spare time for all the meetings.
In a postscript Penfield tried to coax Cushing by stating that "Geoffrey Jefferson will be here at the meeting and will be called on [to speak] at the banquet." Cushing, however, replied "It would be great fun; but I stick pretty close to my present bailiwick and avoid travel and public dinners-more particularly speaking at public dinners-as much as I can." On September 27, 1937, Penfield invited Cushing to give the prestigious Hughlings Jackson Lecture at the Montreal Neurological Institute, "I hope you will not feel that this [Montreal] is too far off into the wilds for you to come. We would enjoy it very much. I suppose we feel we have a special call upon you because of the responsible position you hold in our Hall of Fame." Cushing was in the midst of his meningioma monograph with Louise Eisenhardt and again turned down the invitation, stating in a letter dated October 1, 1937 , that "I for one will not feel like tackling anything as serious as an effort to do justice to such a lectureship as you have estab- I hope that nothing will happen to prevent you from being at the meeting, and if you undertake the toast it will help Cobb and me to do something that I cannot put into words. Just what Penfield and Cobb did to their mentor that could not be put into words is no longer known, but Penfield was successful in enticing Cushing to speak one more time. As reported by the New York Times for December 28, 1937, Cushing in his toast to neurologists at the Waldorf-Astoria warned young practitioners against too much "scientific medicine"; harking back to his talk at McGill in 1922, when he emphasized Oslerian bedside teaching. Cushing stated, "Though [laboratory and scientific testing are] expensive, there is no objection whatever to this program, provided we don't neglect meanwhile our primary duty -the day by day solicitous bedside observation of our patient." I was so pleased to receive the letter of Sherrington to Counce. It shows how bitter Sherrington was during the war. I wonder if the evidence was colored by the feeling of the time. It is much easier to be unprejudiced and scientific in a physiological laboratory than it is in making international judgments. I shall keep the letter as a treasure.
I was also delighted to have the photograph although your gesture of modesty makes it only the photograph of a gesture so far as you are concerned. . . . We are planning at the Neurological Institute a series of talks on war surgery and war neurology which will run through the year. We cannot, of course, tell now who will be here and who will be away on war service, but the Institute will be manned and will probably be a center for instruction in the neurology and neurosurgery of warfare.
With
I wonder if you would be willing to give us a final talk in the series on neurosurgery with the title of "Neurosurgery in Wartime" or something of that sort. I know you are not very keen to be asked to talk very much and I have sinned in this regard a number of times. I can only plead our great desire to have you come. It is shocking business this present world-wide demoralization, and it is difficult to know what the outcome may be. For my own part I would like to see our fleet put immediately at the disposition of Great Britain and have the neutrality act revoked. But then you know better than most people what we are like, and perhaps it is only on the seaboard that we find our ears glued to the radio; whereas the Borahs and other pacificists live in the vast middle of our country.
With love to the family, I am Always affectionately yours,
Harvey Cushing
These are the last existing letters of the correspondence, and perhaps fittingly so; it can be said that their correspondence spanned one world war to the next. On October 7, 1939, Penfield received a telegram from Louise Eisenhardt sent at 10:34 a.m., shortly after Cushing died, "Chief died quietly this morning." Unfortunately, the letter that Penfield sent to Mrs. Cushing after her husband's death is not in the archives. Although there is no way to know for certain, Penfield may have expressed some of his most sincere thoughts in the missing letter. Mrs. Cushing's thank-you note dated November 16, 1939, reads: "Dear Dr. Penfield, Thank you for writing. I feel upheld by the kindness & thoughtfulness of Harvey's friends. Yours, Kate Cushing."
The Penfield-Cushing Letters: a Treasure for Neurosurgery
Penfield conducted no other professional correspondence that lasted so long or was as sincere. Perhaps the same can be said for Cushing. Their letters are a treasure for neurosurgery; they provide unique insight into the embryonic period of the specialty and into the warm relationship between two of the most influential figures of its modern practice. Their shared outlook on neurosurgery set a standard for a philosophy of the field and training in it that has endured for more than 80 years. After a celebration of his 60th birthday that included a volume written by his pupils, Cushing wrote by hand an especially insightful and instructive missive to his protégé in response to Penfield's philosophical contribution to the book.
April 16th/1929
Dear Penfield -I'm flabbergasted by the Birthday Volume to which you have contributed such an interesting and timely article. What can be accomplished in your generation to make a new order of neurologist remains for fellows like you and Bailey, who have all-round training, to demonstrate. We may be setting the standard too high, too comprehensive, but it's worth striving for. It takes a long time to make a good clinical neurologist even one of the old school, of the Spiller type for e.g.: but to expect that the Spillers of the future should also be surgical handicraftsmen is almost too much, unless we can stretch the "expecting" over the life of a Methuselah. The length of time it would take for a proper grounding in neuropathology, psychiatry, neuro physiology, etc plus surgery except for the occasional genious [sic] is prohibative. The art is long and the life short. And the measure of the life is that of the surgeon who begins to see the end at the stage when he receives Birthday volumes. How long shall we say -15 years of preparation and 15 years as head of a neurologic clinic? Still when we have got it properly fixed there perhaps will be an arrangement whereby the neurosurgeon can continue in the clinic and laboratory without personally "surging" -that part of the work being done by younger hands.
I'm hoping that the people in Chicago will see the light insofar as to make Bailey "Head" of a neurological department. And perhaps they will have the good sense to do the same for you at McGill. I hear most commendatory things, about what you have already accomplished, from all sides. I am proud to have had you write as though you were a "pupil". You are wholly self made. That beastly war prevented my seeing much of you while you were here; but if I remotely roused your interest in neuro surgery it gives me great satisfaction to know of it.
Affectionately yours,
Harvey Cushing
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